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The GIBS Centre for Dynamic Markets (CDM) 
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and in Nairobi, Kenya, dedicated to generating and 
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form without the written consent of GIBS. The 
views and opinions expressed by the authors of and 
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doesn’t necessarily stipulate the successful nations 
over the others or where to invest and where not 
to. GIBS cannot accept responsibility for any loss, 
damage or inconvenience that may arise from the 
use of this publication.
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FOreWOrD

Professor Nicola Kleyn 
Dean: Gordon Institute of Business Science

Two eventful years have passed since the inaugural 
publication of the Gordon Institute of Business Science 
(GIBS) Dynamic Market Index (DMI). South Africa and 
the broader African continent have witnessed significant 
economic fluctuations, many as a consequence of global 
volatility and some linked to domestic circumstances. 
Country prospects for global and local investors and 
citizens alike are continually framed and reframed 
by rapidly changing economic, social and political 
environments. 

Although drivers of country performance are sometimes 
beyond the control of domestic actors; the role of policy-
makers and regulators in building institutional capability 
and creating a climate for growth is significant. While 
some societies may be leaning towards social lock-down, 
the fluidity of global investment flows is uncontested. 
The choices that business faces about where to invest and 
how to perform have never been greater. So too has the 
need grown for business to continually reinvent itself to 
remain both competitive and relevant.

Our purpose at GIBS is centred on successful 
organisational and individual performance embedded 
in a deep contextual understanding. GIBS focuses on a 
nuanced approach to general management across varying 
marketplaces and spaces. Making a contribution to best 
practice in the creation and dissemination of thought 
leadership with respect to the companies, political 
economies, institutions and other factors that make up 
dynamic markets, particularly those in Africa, is central 
to the School’s mission.

Access to high-quality information lies at the heart of 
making good choices. The GIBS Dynamic Market Index 
2016 report, published by the Centre for Dynamic 
Markets (CDM) is the result of an in-depth global study 
of the enabling pillars of market dynamism. This report 
is a comprehensive tool that measures competitive 
performance of countries through the evolution of their 
institutions or institutional reforms.

The result is a body of work that will provide business 
leaders and managers with invaluable lessons learnt from 
comparing and contrasting the different socio-political 
and economic circumstances and policies that have 
contributed to building dynamic economies. 

Although drivers of 
country performAnce 
Are sometimes beyond 
the control of 
domestic Actors; the 
role of policy-mAkers 
And regulAtors in 
building institutionAl 
cApAbility And creAting 
A climAte for growth is 
significAnt” 
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The GIBS Dynamic Markets Index (DMI) is a tool that measures the performance and progressive change of the institutional 
structure and economic capabilities of countries. This is the end result of a study that assesses countries’ institutional evolution 
and measures how countries are performing in terms of developing more comprehensively competitive business and living 
environments across political, social and economic spheres. The GIBS DMI assesses and compares institutional change and its 
underpinning contribution to economic dynamism. 

The GIBS DMI 2016 is a global study of six enabling ‘pillars’ of market dynamism across 144 countries measured between 2007 
and 2014. Dynamic Markets are characterised by increased innovation, progressive and stable political systems and sustainable 
economic development. 

The notion of Dynamic Markets differs from mainstream country-market paradigms and categories. This is an effort to measure 
and understand the inner workings of the countries and their political economies regardless of the category in which they fall 
– emerging or mature, developed or developing. The GIBS DMI is thus a descriptive measure and a point of reference to afford a 
fresh perspective on economic performance and prospects rather than an effort to create a new categorisation of countries. 

The GIBS DMI identifies those countries that improved their institutional pillars of dynamism, some ‘catching up’ to the others 
off a low base, others maintaining and improving their institutional environment off progressive reforms implemented in 
earlier years. It also identifies those countries which have regressed or made few improvements over the period of analysis and, 
as such, are relatively stagnant, or even in decline, as a result.  

The GIBS DMI is a toolkit that measures which countries have undergone change and improvement (or deterioration) in six 
enabling pillars (comprising institutions and society measures). The six pillars include: 

1. Open and Connected;
2. Red Tape;
3. Socio-political Stability;
4. Justice System;
5. Macroeconomic Management; and
6. Human Capital.

It should be emphasised that countries may not necessarily achieve improvement in all pillars at the same time and 
progress in one pillar may depend on earlier progress or improvement in others. The GIBS DMI therefore highlights the 
interconnectedness of these pillars in their influence on institutional and economic development. 

Dynamic Markets are not a fixed category of countries. Rather, the countries that represent Dynamic Markets comprise large 
and small, as well as rich and poor, economies from around the globe. Some may have high levels of human development, 
others low levels. Some may be more sophisticated in their political or financial systems, while others might be considered 
more globally competitive. Levels of development and sophistication vary greatly among Dynamic Markets and those ‘catch-up’ 
nations striving for greater dynamism on the global stage.  

The GIBS Dynamic Markets Index (DMI) maps 144 countries and scores them along two dimensions.
 
1. The first dimension scores countries on a scale from zero to 200, where 100 is the ‘breakeven’ level between improvement 
and deterioration in the enabling environment, over a seven-year period of change from 2007 to 2014. This is the basic GIBS 
DMI score for the period – often referred to as the ‘raw score’. 

2. The second dimension scores countries from zero to 200 as an indicator of the degree of dynamism measured by way of the 
institutional foundation of that base year, namely 2007. This serves as a base from which to evaluate whether a country has 
become more or less dynamic over that period through a measure of the movement from 2007. It thus provides a real measure 
of dynamism relative to other players in the global political economy over time. 

Each of the six pillars is made up of sub-components weighted on the basis of their assessed contribution to a country’s 
institutional fabric and economic dynamism. This, along with a detailed method, is described in the next section.  

The GIBS DMI as a measure of the notion of dynamism is not a function of population or economic size. Nor is it a measure 
focused purely on average levels of income or wealth, human development, financial sophistication, or competitiveness. It does 
not rely on straight-line extrapolations or single-factor theorems as predictors of growth and progress. Instead, the GIBS DMI 
is an empirical reference of the conditions and institutions that enable the catalysts for economic growth, wealth creation, 
innovation and overall socioeconomic development. 

OvervIeW anD 
Summary
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‘EmErging markEts’ 
tErm no longEr 
usEful 

Analysts and academics have, in 
recent years, begun to question 
the relevance and staying power 
of the term ‘emerging markets’ 
as a means of classifying and 
comparing countries. The term 
‘emerging markets’, at best, 
has tended to rely on single 
factor theories of explanation, 
predominantly size and growth 
in the area of economics  
and demographics.

There is a growing consensus 
that the concept ‘emerging 
markets’ is dated and somewhat 
limited in its technical 
categorisation of countries. 
It does little to describe and 
explain the essence of fast-
growing, rapidly changing and 
increasingly influential markets 
that are giving rise to new players 
and actors that are shaping the 
global economy. The term fails 
to describe the key attributes 
and drivers behind growth 
and development, due to the 
lumping together of everything 
and anything with a positive 
growth trajectory or interesting 
investment prospects. It also 
lacks the technical attributes 
and analytical depth needed to 
understand how these economies 
work internally and what they 
need to do to advance. 

But increasingly other factors 
are driving performance, 
shaping development and 
distinguishing one market 
from the next. The role of 
economic, political and social 
institutions is key to improving 
competitive performance and 
overall progress. Importantly, 
this configuration of institutions 
provides a relevant classification 
of markets together with a 
useful comparative measure of 
countries at varying stages  
of development. 

Lagos, Nigeria

Box 1:
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PILLAR
DMI 
WEIGHT SUB-COMPONENT

PILLAR 
WEIGHT DATA/INDICATOR SOURCE

OPEN & 
CONNECTED

20%

External openness 50%

Trade Policies                     

ownership Restrictions           

Capital Controls

Fraser Institute

Trade Logistics World Bank Doing Business

Movement of People Henley and Partners

Internal openness 50%

Electricity Access World Bank

Financial Sophistication     World Bank                   

Information openness  ITU

JUSTICE 
SYSTEM

15%

Enforcing Contracts 33%
Enforcing contracts:                   

Time & Cost
World Bank Doing Business

Property Rights 33% Property Rights Index Heritage Foundation

Protecting Investors 33%

Director Liability                  

Company Disclosure             

Shareholder Suits

World Bank Doing Business

RED TAPE 20%

Administrative Burden 25%
Administrative Burden Licensing 

Requirements
Fraser Institute

Corruption 25% Corruption Perceptions Transparency international

Labour Regulations 25% Time and Cost of Firing World Bank

Taxation 25% Tax Revenue: GDP Data Stream

HUMAN 
CAPITAL

10%
Demographic Energy 50%

Population Age Cohorts                

Life Expectancy

US Census Bureau/ World 

Bank

Skills 50% Entrepreneurship World Bank

MACRO-
ECONOMIC 
MANAGEMENT

15%

Aid Dependency 25% Aid Flows/GDP oECD/World bank

State Debt Burden 25% Gov't Debt/Revenue IMF/Data Stream

Monetary Stability 25% M1:GDP Ratio Data Stream

State Dependency 25% Gov't Spending/GDP IMF/Data Stream

SOCIO-
POLITICAL 
STABILITY

20%

Political Expression 25%
Civil Liberties                               

Political Rights
Freedom House

Crime 25%
Crime & Violence                      

organised Crime
WEF Global Competitiveness

Socioeconomic Threats 25%
Youth Unemployment United Nations

Commodity Prices Bloomberg

War and Conflict 25% War and Conflict Uppsala University

InDIcaTOrS anD 
SOurceS
The table below provides a breakdown of the data and indicators used to measure the performance of every country on the 
various pillars.

Note: The DMI aims to use and reflect hard empirical results as much as possible, rather than survey-based data or opinions.

TABLE 1
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meThOD
indEx ConstruCtion
The GIBS DMI is a weighted-average score of six enabling pillars 
of market dynamism which include (weight in brackets):

1. Open and Connected (20%);
2. Red Tape (20%);
3. Socio-political Stability (20%);
4. Justice System (15%);
5. Macroeconomic Management (15%); and
6. Human Capital (10%).

Each pillar’s score is the result of equally weighted sub-
components. The sub-component scores are drawn from a range 
of authoritative sources, which are set out in the data sources 
table on the previous page.

The six pillars are weighted according to their assessed 
contribution toward the institutional environment and overall 
dynamism. The weighting, however, is not heavily biased – or 
dominated – by any single pillar.  The result is a relatively 
balanced spread of measures across all six areas.  

One of the limitations faced in constructing this index was 
incomplete data sets for some countries due to a lack of 
reporting or data availability during the period of assessment. 
These countries were omitted from the index construction. 
Approximately 49 countries were omitted out of a possible 1931 
countries and territories. 

sCoring mEthodology
Where they are not already reported as such, original data and 
indices are converted by a process of economic analysis into a 
consistent and objective score ranging from a minimum of zero 
to a maximum of 10. Each data score between zero and 10 is 
retrospectively measured and applied to calculate the annual 
change.

If the most recent data is more than two years old, the time-
frame is adjusted to be one year shorter for each year of data 
restriction in order to ensure that the change in the data remains 
responsive. As data becomes available the calculation of each 
component will conform to the default calculation to ensure 
precise comparability.

1 This is based on membership of the United Nations.

The GIBS DMI is a measure of the change over the period of 
assessment, which is effectively an assessment of the year-on-
year changes in the data scores from 2007 to 2014. This period 
makes up the GIBS DMI score. 

The equation below illustrates the calculation of the change in 
score over a three-year smoothed seven-year period. DMI scores 
are calculated as the average score out of 10 for the last three 
years less the average score out of 10 for the corresponding three 
years, seven years previously:

EqUATIoN 1:
GIBS DMI Score = Average (2014, 2013, 2012) – Average (2007, 
2006, 2005)

ExAMPLE: 
Under the pillar Open and Connected, the sub-component 
External Openness measures the degree to which an economy 
opens its borders to the flow of trade, capital, information 
and people. One of the data scores that make up the External 
Openness sub-component is Trade Policies, which is a measure of 
a country’s mean trade tariffs, standard deviation of trade tariff 
rates and regulatory trade barriers based on World Bank figures.

using mauritius as an ExamplE 

yEar sCorE

2005 7.24

2006 7.69

2007 7.77

2008 7.68

2009 8.40

2010 8.38

2011 8.47

2012 8.59

2013 8.59

2014 8.59

TABLE 2: ANNUAL SCoRES FoR TRADE PoLICIES

Jakarta, Indonesia
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Applying the formula: Raw DMI Change Score =  
Average (2014, 2013, 2012) – Average (2007, 2006, 2005)

EqUATIoN 2:
Raw DMI Change Score 
= Ave (8.59, 8.59, 8.59) – Ave (7.77, 7.69, 7.24)
= 8.59 – 7.57
= 1.03

The DMI change score for Open and Connected is therefore 1.03. 
Mauritius scored a 1.03 increase or improvement out of a possible 
10 on Trade Policies.

This score is averaged along with the other data scores to form 
the External Openness sub-component DMI score:

TABLE 3: CoMPoSITIoN oF THE ExTERNAL oPENNESS PILLAR

tradE 
poliCiEs

inVEstmEnt 
rEstriCtions

Capital 
Controls

tradE 
logistiCs

moVEmEnt  
of pEoplE

1.03 -0.37 -2.22 0.16 2.11

External openness Change Score

0.14

This method is replicated across all pillars of the GIBS DMI. The 
sub-component score for each pillar is averaged out for that 
pillar’s GIBS DMI score.  Recall in this example, the pillar is Open 
and Connected.  Thus the sub-component scores of 0.14 and 2.93 
for External Openness and Internal Openness yield an average 
change score for Openness and Connected of 1.53. 

ExtErnal opEnnEss intErnal opEnnEss

0.14 2.93

open And Connected Change Score

1.53

TABLE 4: SUB-CoMPoNENTS oF oPEN AND CoNNECTED PILLAR

Each of the six pillar GIBS DMI change scores are then weighted 
and summed into an unadjusted GIBS DMI change total score, as 
shown in the example below:

opEn and 
ConnECtEd

rEd 
tapE

soCio- 
politiCal 
staBility

JustiCE 
systEm

maCro- 
EConomiC 
managE-
mEnt

human 
Capital

1.54 -0.04 -0.06 -0.08 0.58 0.72

Pillar Weights

20% 20% 20% 15% 15% 10%

Unadjusted GIBS DMI Change Score

0.43

TABLE 5: DMI SCoRES FoR MAURITIUS ACRoSS ALL PILLARS

Mauritius’ 2014 unadjusted GIBS DMI change score is 
0.43, meaning that over the past seven years it has seen an 
improvement in its institutional and enabling environment. 
Its weighted average score out of 10 across all pillars, sub-
components and data has increased by more than a third of  
one point.

Note that a country’s unadjusted DMI score can only be within the 
range +10.0 to -10.0. In reality, countries tend to score within the 
range +1 to -1. The base off which they change or changes already 
implemented in earlier years will naturally influence the degree 
of change during this particular period of measure. For example, 
countries that are already very open and connected following a 
rigorous process of liberalisation carried out in the 1990s or early 
2000s will reflect a relatively small change during the period of 
measure of the DMI 2016.

Levels greater than +2 or less than -2 indicate extremely strong 
improvement or deterioration and are almost improbable. 
The implication of this is that the difficulty and unlikelihood 
of a country obtaining a score further away from zero rises 
exponentially. This informs the method of converting the 
unadjusted DMI scores to final GIBS DMI scores. The unadjusted 
DMI score is converted into the final GIBS DMI according to the 
following criteria:

EqUATIoN 3:
Adjustment Equation: 
If U-DMI score is > or = ZERO THEN,
GIBS DMI = 100 + ([1 – e–{x/ß}^α] x 100).
Otherwise, if U-DMI score < ZERO THEN,
GIBS DMI = 200 – (100 + ([1 – e–{x/ß}^α] x 100)).

WHERE:
e is the base of the natural logarithm
x is the absolute value of the U-DMI score
α is a shape parameter set equal to 1
 is a scale parameter set equal to 1

This produces a GIBS DMI change score between zero and 200, 
where 100 is the breakeven level between an improving and 
deteriorating institutional and enabling environment.  
In the example of Mauritius, the U-DMI score of 0.43 is converted 
into a final GIBS DMI change score of 159.06 by substituting the 
relevant values for the parameters in Equation 3.  

levels greAter 
thAn +2 or less thAn 
-2 indicAte extremely 
strong improvement or 
deteriorAtion And Are 
Almost improbAble” 
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Port Louis, Mauritius

gdp fails 
to mEasurE 
institutional 
progrEss of 
CountriEs
 
Gross Domestic Product 
(GDP), an estimate of 
the total value of goods 
and services a country 
produces, has over the 
years increasingly come 
under scrutiny for failing 
to fully demonstrate the 
full economic progress 
of a country. While useful 
in evaluating economic 
growth, some policymakers 
and academics argue that 
GDP growth as a measure 
is a poor way of gauging 
economic development 
and advancement. Some 
countries experience rapid 
economic growth one year, 
but this may be off a very 
low base and with little 
indication of the degree of 
progress in the economy 
and for its citizens. 
 
While GDP growth is an 
important pre-requisite for 
development, by taking a 
singular focus on economic 
growth, GDP misses many 
institutional elements that 
are not only critical to the 
health of countries, but 
are responsible for driving 
overall economic progress 
and human development. 
So-called ‘non-economic’ 
factors, which do impact on 
economic performance, are 
also neglected. A measure 
of GDP thus tells us little of 
the inner-workings of the 
overall political economy 
and its trajectory.
 
The Dynamic Market Index 
addresses this gap by 
offering a rigorous, granular 
measure of a country’s 
comprehensive institutional 
development by measuring 
and evaluating institutional 
elements that are not 
typically accounted for  
in GDP.

Box 2:
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Quadrant 1:
Dynamic Markets 

Quadrant 4:
Static Markets 

Quadrant 3:
Adynamic Markets 

Quadrant 2:
Catch-up Markets 

Once the GIBS DMI has been obtained, the index score can be interpreted. The easiest way to interpret the GIBS DMI is to recall that 
the index ranges from zero to 200 and that 100 is the ‘breakeven’ level of the index.  Zero and 200 are therefore the extreme scores, 
in practice impossible to achieve – zero indicating total deterioration in seven years across all the enabling pillars from a perfect state, 
with 200 indicating a perfect score of achievement over the seven-year period across all six enabling pillars from the lowest base of a 
fully deteriorated state.  Levels at or around 100 indicate very little change in the enabling pillars. 

In order to take into account the base year of every country, for a better measure of its evolution from its individual point of departure 
and among its peers over the past seven years, countries were grouped into four batches, namely: 

Adynamic Markets: Countries with a low base score and a low GIBS DMI score;
Static Markets: Countries with a high base score and a low GIBS DMI score;
Catch-up Markets: Countries with a low base score and a high GIBS DMI score; and
Dynamic Markets: Countries with a high base score and a high GIBS DMI score.

The results of the index compilation and the binning process in quadrants are shown in Figure 1.

For example, a country in quadrant 2 is considered a Catch-up Market. This is a country starting with very low levels of institutional 
development in 2007 and thus comparatively less dynamism in terms of its enabling environment and standards of living. Based on 
changes in its pillar scores from 2007 to 2014, it has made considerable progress in improving its institutions, captured by evidence of 
dynamism, but it still has relatively low levels of institutional capacity. An example of such a country is Sierra Leone. 

Meanwhile, countries in quadrant 1 are Dynamic Markets, characterised by a higher base of sophisticated institutions in 2007, which 
continue to improve through to 2014. A diverse array of countries from Mexico and India to Sweden and China are examples of 
Dynamic Markets, which have shown progress over this period of time.

Quadrants 3 and 4 represent Adynamic and Static markets respectively. Adynamic Markets are typically countries that have stagnated 
or regressed from their existing base level of reforms and institutions in 2007. Countries like Argentina, Bangladesh and Chad are part 
of this category. Static Markets meanwhile include many advanced economies like Canada, the United Kingdom and France, which had 
a relatively high base of dynamism to start with in 2007, but have stagnated or made little-to-no institutional progress up to 2014.

FIGURE 1: GIBS DMI PLoT CHART
dmi sCorE

DMI SCoRE

2007  
BASE SCoRE

GIBS DmI 
InTerPreTaTIOn
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Tahrir Square, Cairo, Egypt
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thE araB spring 
Five years have passed since the Arab Spring anti-government 
protests broke out in North Africa and the Middle East in 2011. 
These brought about dramatic political changes and prolonged 
violence to the region. Regimes that were in power for decades 
were overthrown, dislodging and dismantling traditional 
political and economic structures. Ongoing social unrest and 
civil wars have halted economic activity and have had a profound 
geopolitical impact in and beyond the region. 

While most pundits believed the Arab Spring was the start of a 
sweeping democratic revolution across the region, institutions 
have instead been hollowed out and weakened to the detriment 
of progress and security with the voids being filled by terrorist 
factions. Civil war has torn apart Syria, Libya and Yemen, while 
Egypt and Bahrain are arguably more autocratic than ever 
before with fewer civil liberties since 2011. It is only in Tunisia, 
the birthplace of the Arab Spring, where democracy has been 
established and human rights improved.

This is reflected during the tumultuous period of the GIBS DMI 
analysis. The events of 2011 and the aftershocks have clearly 
had an impact on the overall results, most evident in countries 
like Syria and Yemen, which have regressed considerably. Syria 
demonstrates the most drastic decline of all as the very last 
ranking country in the 2016 DMI. Libya’s exclusion from the 
GIBS DMI is due to a lack of data and poor information. Egypt, 
while still facing enormous social and political challenges, 
seems to be making a slow economic recovery with some 
institutional progress. This may be due to the size of Egypt and 
the institutional capacity historically entrenched in the country, 
where recovery may come far quicker than for some of its less-
developed neighbours. 

thE gloBal finanCial Crisis
A credit crunch transpired in the banks of the United States 
and Europe in early 2008, which resulted in a global financial 
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crisis. A key feature of this crisis was the increase in government 
intervention and assistance – first to the banks and later to other 
sectors and industries. Rescue packages were rolled out across 
the board and traditionally open economies reverted to closed, 
with inward and protectionist measures adopted as a default 
response to global uncertainty. Many countries regressed on 
the institutional progress they had made since the 1980s, while 
others faltered on the progressive reforms underway at the time. 
This was most evident in countries like Ireland, Iceland, Greece 
and Spain, which stagnated over this period as a result of poorer 
macroeconomic management and monetary policy constraints in 
response to tighter austerity measures. More extreme cases like 
Argentina and Venezuela saw a serious regression as domestic 
issues amplified the negative effects of the global financial crisis 
and lower commodity prices in the years that followed. 

End of thE BriCs?
After more than 10 years of hype around the much-anticipated 
Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa (BRICS) group, 
believed to be the fast-growing leaders of the emerging world, the 
excitement seems to have come to an end. South Africa, under 
questionable economic decisions by its government, has battled 
slow growth over the last few years, high debt and a tumbling 
currency. Brazil and Russia have been in economic decline for the 
past two years and are still regressing. India is performing better 
now than it did some three years back, but is still at pains to put 
in place the necessary economic reforms required to take it to 
the next stage of economic advancement. And China, the world’s 
second-largest economy, is grappling with a slowdown that has 
sent shock waves throughout the world. 

The varying levels of progress in the BRICS countries are 
well captured in GIBS DMI 2016. Brazil and South Africa are 
categorised as Static Markets, Russia, while seemingly in decline, 
shows that it is slowly ‘catching up’ and India and China make it 
into the ‘Dynamic’ fold of countries. ‘BRICS’ has turned out to 
be a clever marketing tool, but an empty acronym, and one that 
has increasingly come under criticism for providing no real and 
rigorous rationale for the five-country grouping. Apart from the 
New Development Bank which was launched in July 2015, the 
BRICS has no formalised collective strategic agenda; it is not a 
political grouping and lacks a collective institutional framework. 
As the economies in the grouping have weakened, it is no surprise 
that Goldman Sachs, from which the acronym originated, decided 
to end its BRICS investment fund in 2015. 

thE risE of thE minnows
As some of the larger emerging economies like Brazil, Russia 
and even China are slowing, a number of second-tier markets 
are gaining competitive traction and capturing the interest of 
international investors. The DMI shows that between 2007 
and 2014 several smaller economies have shown significant 
institutional progress. These include a range of emerging market 
minnows from Latin American economies like Colombia and 
Mexico, to the small African island nation of Mauritius. 
While these three countries are vastly different in size, history 
and even geography, what they do share in common is consistent 
institutional progress. All three, for example, have had their fair 
share of difficulties, but have emerged with stronger institutions 
that support a concerted effort to industrialise, improve 

productivity and are developing world-class services on the back 
of improving socio-political stability. 

Countries like India and China have captured the lion’s share of 
interest and investment in recent years. China was the principal 
driver of global economic growth since 2006, contributing 23.8% 
to global growth, and pulling certain other markets with it. But 
this looks to be changing as countries like Mexico and others come 
to the fore and the world of emerging markets grows ever more 
diversified in their individual performances and outlooks. 

slowdown in China and thE End of thE 
Commodity Boom 
In 2015 China’s economic growth was the slowest in 25 years. 
While a slowdown off such high rates was inevitable, it has 
been sharper than expected. In 2015 total debt in China was up 
100% from 2008, sitting at around 250% of GDP. With high 
debt repayment burdens, excess housing and a working age 
population that peaked in 2012, questions abound as to whether 
the slowdown is cyclical or structural in nature. The deceleration 
in its growth is one of the main reasons behind the sell-off of 
global commodities from copper to iron ore, coal and oil. The 
countries most affected are those that flourished on the back of 
China’s insatiable demand for natural resources, from Indonesia 
to resource-rich Latin America and Africa. The question remains 
as to what rate of growth China will finally settle on so that the full 
implications of the slowdown may be completely understood.

thE growing thrEat of tErrorism
The increase in the number of terrorist attacks during the period 
of analysis shook the security apparatuses of the countries and 
regions where they struck, and delivered a critical blow to crucial 
sectors in these economies. Kenya’s tourism industry, for example, 
has been crippled as a result of Al-Shabaab attacks in East Africa. 
One of the most notable attacks took place at Nairobi’s Westgate 
shopping mall in 2013, leaving 67 people dead and hundreds 
injured, with a lasting scar of insecurity and paranoia that 
plagues the country to this day. In another incident that shocked 
the country, gunmen stormed a university in the northeastern 
town of Garissa, killing 147 people. Kenya is not the only country 
struggling terrorism. Boko Haram continues to terrorise Nigeria. 
The militants’ staying power has exposed weaknesses in Nigeria’s 
military and its most infamous act – the kidnapping of 276 
schoolgirls – generated a global outcry. Attacks from Boko Haram 
have also negatively affected the already struggling economy of the 
country’s northern region, as well the tourism sectors of the entire 
West African sub-region. In France, a series of devastating attacks 
in 2015 in one of Europe’s major capitals, Paris, left 130 people dead. 
Suicide bombers and gunmen affiliated with the Islamic State hit a 
concert hall as well as restaurants. The attacks demonstrated the 
ever-expanding reach of the Islamic State, leaving Europe in fear 
that the terrorist group could potentially hit other big cities. 

afriCa rising or falling?
Africa’s collective economy grew 2% faster than the global average 
between 2007 and 2014, averaging over 5% growth during this 
period. In the last decade, the GDP of Africa’s 11 largest economies 
expanded by more than 50%, more than double the global rate 
of 23%.2 Despite the global financial crisis, 2003 to 2013 was 
undoubtedly the best growth period on record in Africa.  

2 Matthew M. Winkler writes about Africa’s impressive growth in Where’s the growth? Africa. http://www.bloombergview.com/articles/2015-11-10/sub-saharan-africa-thrills-investors-with-economic-growth
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how is thE giBs dmi diffErEnt to othEr 
indiCEs?

The GIBS DMI makes use of a rich body of reliable data sources to 
measure change in the operating environments of countries. Like 
other useful indices, the GIBS DMI covers a wide sample of countries 
(144) for which reliable data are available and offers a rigorous tool 
for comparative analysis and reference at a global level. Two features 
distinguish the GIBS DMI from other similar indices with comparative 
measures. First, the GIBS DMI focuses on change, not a single static 
measure. Second, the index relies almost entirely on hard data results 
as opposed to opinions, sentiments and surveys. Some notable indices 
similar to the GIBS DMI include: 

The World Economic Forum’s Global Competitiveness Index: 
The Global Competitiveness Report covers an impressive spread 
of economies (140), assessing the competitiveness landscape and 
providing insight into the drivers behind their productivity and 
prosperity. The report and index ranking is based on surveys and 
interviews that capture the opinions of leading business people and 
thought leaders in the economies assessed. 

The World Bank’s Ease of Doing Business Report: Economies are 
ranked on their ease of doing business, with the list extending to 
189 countries.  This index averages the country’s percentile rankings 
in 10 areas, made up of a variety of indicators relevant to the business 
environment, with an equal weighting assigned to each indicator. In 
the most recently published report, the rankings for all economies are 
benchmarked to June 2015.

Grant Thornton-EIU’s Global Dynamism Index: Developed in 
conjunction with the Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU), the Grant 
Thornton Global Dynamism Index (GDI) ranks 50 economies on 
22 indicators of dynamism, focusing on particular changes to the 
economy that have enabled recovery from the 2008-09 economic 
recession and are likely to lead to a faster rate of economic growth.

Legatum Prosperity Index: The Legatum Prosperity Index covers 
142 countries with data informing 89 variables, spread across eight 
sub-indices. These sub-indices include economy, entrepreneurship 
and commercial opportunity, social capital, governance, education, 
health, safety and security, and personal freedom. The Legatum 
Prosperity Index provides a single static score of prosperity in the 
global context. 

Bertelsmann Stiftung’s Transformation Index (BTI): This index 
evaluates the quality of democracy, the status of the market economy 
and political management in 129 developing and transition countries. 
The index does not look at developed economies, excluding long-
consolidated democratic countries where economic development is 
regarded as well-advanced. The sample of countries included in this 
index is based on the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) membership in the year 1989. The BTI uses a 
qualitative survey of comparative assessments to reach its results  
and rankings.

The Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA):
The Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) is a World 
Bank tool, produced annually, which rates countries against a set of 16 
criteria grouped in four clusters: economic management; structural 
policies; policies for social inclusion and equity; and public sector 
management and institutions. This tool is used extensively by donor 
agencies in their evaluation of the performance of recipient countries 
and the mapping out and incentives tied to aid packages.

Growth did allow for some structural reforms in the 
political and economic systems of African countries 
across the continent, bringing better governance, 
greater democratic accountability and a more secure 
economic environment. But the end of the commodity 
boom in 2014 has revealed which African countries 
implemented the necessary structural reforms 
extensive enough to encourage industrialisation and 
greater diversity, to rely less on the exports of basic 
commodities. Average economic growth in Africa has 
slowed substantially since 2013, which does not bode 
well for a continent where population growth and 
urbanisation are on the rise.  

But this is not necessarily the fall from the much-
anticipated ‘Africa rising narrative’. Some countries in 
Africa have progressed well over the past decade, while 
others have moved slower or even stagnated in their 
reforms. And yet others have experienced significant 
instability and regression. Kenya, despite significant 
progress in various areas in recent years, suffered a 
serious setback around political instability, institutional 
erosion and violence in 2007. Constitutional reforms 
now in place are designed to ensure Kenya avoids 
such setbacks going forward, through significant 
institutional progress. Ethiopia is another example of 
apparent progress and retrogression. While it has made 
impressive headway in areas such as macroeconomic 
management over the last seven years – raising 
economic growth rates to some of the highest levels 
on the continent, the country still underperforms in 
critical areas such as the justice system and open and 
connectedness. 

In general, the GIBS DMI 2016 indicators and results 
suggest that those African countries that have put in 
place the right measures and institutional changes will 
start realising the enormous economic potential that 
has lay dormant across the continent for so long. Like 
in other parts of the world, institutional evolution will 
bring economic progress to Africa, but perhaps with 
more realistic timelines and expectations.

AverAge 
economic growth in 
AfricA hAs slowed 
substAntiAlly since 
2013, which does 
not bode well for 
A continent where 
populAtion growth 
And urbAnisAtion 
Are on the rise”  

Box 3:
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The results of the GIBS DMI 2016 scores are shown in the table below. Sierra Leone scored the highest movement or change on the 
index of ‘raw scores’ (its change score), followed by Rwanda, Lesotho, Ivory Coast and Poland. These countries demonstrated the 
highest rates of change in institutional dynamism over the period 2007 to 2014, regardless of their institutional base at the start.  

Syria, Venezuela, Cyprus, Mali and Timor-Leste reflected the lowest DMI score over the period, all off varying base levels of 
institutional dynamism in 2007. 

GIBS DmI reSuLTS

Country
final dmi 
sCorE Country

final dmi 
sCorE

Sierra Leone 195,42 Israel 100,00

Rwanda 191,12 Yemen 99,94

Lesotho 185,21 oman 97,39
Ivory Coast 
(Côte d'Ivoire) 184,39 Slovenia 97,06

Poland 183,42 Jamaica 96,57

Albania 182,44 Norway 95,88

Kazakhstan 181,80 Suriname 95,08

Russia 180,93 Bangladesh 94,04

Serbia 178,51 Korea (South) 93,69

Colombia 178,22 Czech Republic 93,63

Morocco 174,29 Thailand 90,07
Bosnia-
Herzegovina 171,50 Estonia 89,71

Cambodia 169,97 Bulgaria 88,76

Vietnam 169,33 Paraguay 85,08

Montenegro 169,00 Senegal 85,04

Botswana 168,85 Angola 84,92

Georgia 168,62 Cape Verde 84,57

Croatia 165,72 Kyrgyzstan 81,60

Sri Lanka 164,45 Iran 81,21

Haiti 164,14
United 
Kingdom 79,19

Costa Rica 164,11 Namibia 79,10

Peru 162,91
Trinidad and 
Tobago 78,63

qatar 160,91 Brazil 78,07
United Arab 
Emirates 160,33 New Zealand 77,51

Nigeria 160,14 Swaziland 76,51

Mauritius 159,06 Hong Kong 71,48

Burundi 154,15 Kuwait 69,52

Lithuania 153,50 Singapore 69,46

Uruguay 153,39 Belgium 68,22

Philippines 153,04 France 67,23

Madagascar 152,70 Netherlands 65,81

Cameroon 150,47 Chile 64,83

Guinea Bissau 150,06
Slovak 
Republic 64,25

Zimbabwe 146,93 Kenya 59,12

Armenia 146,54 Niger 58,14

Country
final dmi 
sCorE Country

final dmi 
sCorE

Zambia 145,81 Honduras 57,96

Lebanon 144,48 Canada 57,08

Tunisia 143,41 Luxembourg 55,52

Tajikistan 142,24 South Africa 53,24

Nepal 140,53 Portugal 53,01

Australia 139,07 Chad 51,00

Tanzania 138,74 Germany 50,49

Malaysia 135,93 Algeria 48,93

Saudi Arabia 135,83 Moldova 46,80

Indonesia 135,48 Spain 46,03

Togo 133,60 Ireland 45,46

Panama 133,36 Ethiopia 45,36

Jordan 131,50 El Salvador 43,74

Taiwan 131,39
Brunei 
Darussalam 43,63

Guatemala 130,36 Barbados 42,79

Uganda 130,21 Turkey 41,68

Bolivia 127,27 Hungary 40,36
Dominican 
Republic 126,53 Italy 40,00

Guyana 124,76 Ecuador 39,00

Benin 120,33 Bahrain 38,87

Malawi 119,63 Austria 36,97

Romania 119,03 Denmark 36,15

Japan 118,31
Central African 
Republic 35,31

Ukraine 117,53 Finland 34,43

China 117,39 Belize 30,33

India 117,14 United States 28,01

Sweden 116,09 Malta 25,00

Gabon 115,27 Argentina 22,80

Latvia 113,48 Iceland 21,38

Nicaragua 113,36 Greece 19,78

Burkina Faso 112,18 Pakistan 18,45

Azerbaijan 110,98 Mauritania 14,07

Mexico 108,66 Timor-Leste 11,42

Switzerland 107,98 Mali 10,05

Egypt 106,52 Cyprus 7,99

Mozambique 104,15 Venezuela 6,23

Ghana 101,77 Syria 2,24

TABLE 6: CoUNTRIES RANKED ACCoRDING To DMI SCoRE
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Country
final dmi 
sCorE Country

final dmi 
sCorE

Zambia 145,81 Honduras 57,96

Lebanon 144,48 Canada 57,08

Tunisia 143,41 Luxembourg 55,52

Tajikistan 142,24 South Africa 53,24

Nepal 140,53 Portugal 53,01

Australia 139,07 Chad 51,00

Tanzania 138,74 Germany 50,49

Malaysia 135,93 Algeria 48,93

Saudi Arabia 135,83 Moldova 46,80

Indonesia 135,48 Spain 46,03

Togo 133,60 Ireland 45,46

Panama 133,36 Ethiopia 45,36

Jordan 131,50 El Salvador 43,74

Taiwan 131,39
Brunei 
Darussalam 43,63

Guatemala 130,36 Barbados 42,79

Uganda 130,21 Turkey 41,68

Bolivia 127,27 Hungary 40,36
Dominican 
Republic 126,53 Italy 40,00

Guyana 124,76 Ecuador 39,00

Benin 120,33 Bahrain 38,87

Malawi 119,63 Austria 36,97

Romania 119,03 Denmark 36,15

Japan 118,31
Central African 
Republic 35,31

Ukraine 117,53 Finland 34,43

China 117,39 Belize 30,33

India 117,14 United States 28,01

Sweden 116,09 Malta 25,00

Gabon 115,27 Argentina 22,80

Latvia 113,48 Iceland 21,38

Nicaragua 113,36 Greece 19,78

Burkina Faso 112,18 Pakistan 18,45

Azerbaijan 110,98 Mauritania 14,07

Mexico 108,66 Timor-Leste 11,42

Switzerland 107,98 Mali 10,05

Egypt 106,52 Cyprus 7,99

Mozambique 104,15 Venezuela 6,23

Ghana 101,77 Syria 2,24

To account for the level of institutional development and enabling environment in the base year for every country, and in an effort to 
provide a more realistic and applicable measure of a country’s evolution over the seven-year period, relative to others for comparative 
purposes and practical analysis of the existing environment and competitive performance, countries have been charted as below: 

FIGURE 2: DMI CHART BY CATEGoRY
dmi sCorE

The base off of which these countries move is a key part of the analysis and understanding of their overall dynamism. Some of the 
best performing countries over the DMI period – those that scored a relatively high rate of change from 2007 to 2014, may have 
done so off a comparatively low base of development and institutional presence. These countries are therefore in a process of rapid 
catch-up with more advanced economies’ higher levels of development and existing enabling structures around market efficiencies 
and good governance. 

Hence, countries are further categorised according to their base score in 2007 and their rate of change over the period up to 2014, to 
provide a clearer idea of the level of development and competitiveness in the global context.    

DMI SCoRE

Maputo, MozambiqueKibera, Nairobi, Kenya

Nepal
Jordan

2007  
BASE SCoRE
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TABLE 7: FINAL CATEGoRISATIoN oF CoUNTRIES BY DMI AND BASE SCoRES (2007 AND 2014)

Country BasE 2007 dmi ChangE 2014

high base, high dynamism
Poland 129.68 183.42 160.67

Kazakhstan 80.43 181.80 129.60

Colombia 87.81 178.22 117.09

Montenegro 69.68 168.90 102.68

Botswana 109.52 168.85 133.56

Georgia 119.20 168.62 127.27

Costa Rica 143.18 164.10 117.09

Peru 124.67 162.91 150.80

qatar 155.27 160.91 157.54

United Arab 
Emirates

157.31 160.33 166.82

Mauritius 157.44 159.06 168.73

Lithuania 136.78 153.50 143.69

Uruguay 156.91 153.39 168.79

Philippines 84.64 153.04 112.92

Australia 183.89 139.07 186.52

Malaysia 167.63 135.93 170.84

Saudi Arabia 123.82 135.83 128.91

Indonesia 97.86 135.48 115.29

Panama 122.16 133.36 128.06

Taiwan 175.03 131.39 175.73

Guatemala 111.66 130.36 122.31

Dominican 
Republic

122.52 126.53 119.62

Romania 107.19 119.03 112.34

Japan 172.28 118.31 172.07

China 108.23 117.39 110.78

India 100.00 117.13 106.61

Sweden 170.46 116.09 172.59

Latvia 132.52 113.48 128.35

Mexico 125.60 108.66 120.02

Switzerland 177.68 107.98 179.48

Israel 151.82 100.00 154.22

dynamiC markEts

Country BasE 2007 dmi ChangE 2014

low base, high dynamism
Sierra Leone 20.35 195.42 58.37

Rwanda 41.80 191.12 67.66

Lesotho 34.75 185.21 59.22

Ivory Coast (Côte 
d'Ivoire)

22.09 184.39 43.35

Albania 50.10 182.44 71.87

Russia 36.63 180.93 59.43

Serbia 32.89 178.51 51.23

Morocco 62.63 174.29 85.18

Bosnia-Herzegovina 35.36 171.50 51.55

Cambodia 62.79 169.97 86.45

Vietnam 55.98 169.33 70.54

Croatia 80.41 165.72 97.56

Sri Lanka 47.12 164.45 60.00

Haiti 39.69 164.14 52.90

Nigeria 62.71 160.14 89.27

Burundi 12.40 154.15 17.11

Madagascar 28.95 152.70 46.66

Cameroon 54.40 150.47 66.80

Guinea Bissau 16.24 150.06 21.73

Zimbabwe 27.43 146.93 28.87

Armenia 81.83 146.54 98.83

Zambia 77.23 145.81 86.44

Lebanon 52.42 144.48 52.76

Tunisia 84.20 143.41 87.04

Tajikistan 24.53 142.24 27.38

Nepal 23.53 140.53 52.13

Tanzania 52.78 138.74 59.10

Togo 34.80 133.60 36.42

Jordan 78.00 131.50 80.90

Uganda 56.97 130.21 59.18

Bolivia 33.26 127.27 42.46

Guyana 68.90 124.76 87.70

Benin 61.56 120.33 65.29

Malawi 23.52 119.63 23.34

Ukraine 38.77 117.53 38.19

Gabon 51.47 115.27 55.44

Nicaragua 80.41 113.36 98.16

Burkina Faso 55.08 112.18 53.80

Azerbaijan 72.91 110.98 62.15

Egypt 51.48 106.52 46.72

Mozambique 30.75 104.15 26.66

Ghana 114.08 101.77 98.58

CatCh-up markEts

2007  
BASE SCoRE
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TABLE 7: FINAL CATEGoRISATIoN oF CoUNTRIES BY DMI AND BASE SCoRES (2007 AND 2014)

Country BasE 2007 dmi ChangE 2014

low base, high dynamism
Sierra Leone 20.35 195.42 58.37

Rwanda 41.80 191.12 67.66

Lesotho 34.75 185.21 59.22

Ivory Coast (Côte 
d'Ivoire)

22.09 184.39 43.35

Albania 50.10 182.44 71.87

Russia 36.63 180.93 59.43

Serbia 32.89 178.51 51.23

Morocco 62.63 174.29 85.18

Bosnia-Herzegovina 35.36 171.50 51.55

Cambodia 62.79 169.97 86.45

Vietnam 55.98 169.33 70.54

Croatia 80.41 165.72 97.56

Sri Lanka 47.12 164.45 60.00

Haiti 39.69 164.14 52.90

Nigeria 62.71 160.14 89.27

Burundi 12.40 154.15 17.11

Madagascar 28.95 152.70 46.66

Cameroon 54.40 150.47 66.80

Guinea Bissau 16.24 150.06 21.73

Zimbabwe 27.43 146.93 28.87

Armenia 81.83 146.54 98.83

Zambia 77.23 145.81 86.44

Lebanon 52.42 144.48 52.76

Tunisia 84.20 143.41 87.04

Tajikistan 24.53 142.24 27.38

Nepal 23.53 140.53 52.13

Tanzania 52.78 138.74 59.10

Togo 34.80 133.60 36.42

Jordan 78.00 131.50 80.90

Uganda 56.97 130.21 59.18

Bolivia 33.26 127.27 42.46

Guyana 68.90 124.76 87.70

Benin 61.56 120.33 65.29

Malawi 23.52 119.63 23.34

Ukraine 38.77 117.53 38.19

Gabon 51.47 115.27 55.44

Nicaragua 80.41 113.36 98.16

Burkina Faso 55.08 112.18 53.80

Azerbaijan 72.91 110.98 62.15

Egypt 51.48 106.52 46.72

Mozambique 30.75 104.15 26.66

Ghana 114.08 101.77 98.58

Country BasE 2007 dmi ChangE 2014

high base, low dynamism 
oman 126.74 97.39 119.61

Slovenia 142.08 97.06 127.17

Norway 167.40 95.88 171.25

Korea (South) 182.99 93.69 181.64

Czech Republic 161.23 93.63 155.55

Thailand 159.30 90.07 154.19

Estonia 185.01 89.71 185.80

Bulgaria 112.60 88.76 104.67

Paraguay 116.26 85.08 122.87

United Kingdom 185.46 79.19 183.89

Trinidad and 
Tobago

146.41 78.63 137.99

Brazil 123.62 78.07 122.35

New Zealand 190.99 77.51 190.84

Hong Kong 194.58 71.48 193.69

Kuwait 138.94 69.52 115.41

Singapore 190.34 69.46 188.65

Belgium 167.08 68.22 162.18

France 153.08 67.23 144.74

Netherlands 175.51 65.81 171.63

Chile 184.91 64.83 182.41

Slovak Republic 135.70 64.25 115.00

Canada 181.91 57.08 177.44

Luxembourg 167.96 55.52 157.79

South Africa 141.44 53.24 123.43

Portugal 155.70 53.01 141.80

Germany 175.89 50.49 168.92

Spain 152.08 46.03 143.60

Ireland 182.69 45.46 175.35

El Salvador 123.40 43.74 100.00

Brunei 
Darussalam

164.64 43.63 145.94

Barbados 157.90 42.79 136.74

Hungary 138.74 40.36 108.56

Italy 134.29 40.00 109.22

Bahrain 169.43 38.87 155.24

Austria 159.68 36.97 136.44

Denmark 178.99 36.15 172.36

Finland 175.21 34.43 160.29

United States 184.01 28.01 173.74

Malta 160.03 25.00 131.40

Iceland 176.98 21.38 164.21

Cyprus 158.06 7.99 113.05

statiC markEts

Country BasE 2007 dmi ChangE 2014

low base, low dynamism 
Yemen 45.41 99.94 43.73

Jamaica 53.06 96.57 56.57

Suriname 90.10 95.08 69.90

Bangladesh 54.54 94.04 54.67

Senegal 53.24 85.04 46.23

Angola 16.77 84.92 14.31

Cape Verde 16.29 84.57 47.35

Kyrgyzstan 42.74 81.60 35.49

Iran 33.53 81.21 28.17

Namibia 98.28 79.10 77.26

Swaziland 49.93 76.51 39.86

Kenya 89.54 49.12 72.45

Niger 33.08 58.14 24.56

Honduras 63.27 57.96 54.67

Chad 21.03 51.00 16.92

Algeria 35.79 48.93 29.38

Moldova 55.84 46.80 48.22

Ethiopia 53.12 45.36 38.84

Turkey 115.97 41.68 78.73

Ecuador 109.06 39.00 69.21

Central African 
Republic

16.29 35.31 9.59

Belize 75.35 30.33 49.73

Argentina 113.22 22.80 62.68

Greece 114.94 19.78 59.03

Pakistan 52.45 18.45 20.64

Mauritania 47.11 14.07 20.15

Timor-Leste 71.81 11.42 27.96

Mali 60.38 10.05 24.02

Venezuela 17.85 6.23 5.08

Syria 58.48 2.24 13.79

adynamiC markEts
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CatCh-up markEts: low BasE, high dynamism
These countries had relatively low scores for indicators of dynamism in 2007, but have demonstrated impressive structural 
improvements in their political economies with a sustained increase in overall dynamism over the period 2007 to 2014. 

Catch-up Markets typically are low-income markets, with low levels of development and were traditionally characterised by weak 
institutions and poor levels of efficiency. But most have experienced impressive growth, which the DMI suggests is sustained 
predominantly by progressive structural changes, even if growth has been fuelled by global dynamics and the demand for commodities. 
Catch-up Markets are largely concentrated in Africa and Eastern Europe. There are also a few Latin American countries such as Bolivia 
and Nicaragua. The DMI 2016 has a total of 42 Catch-up Markets, most of them showing improvements in the socio-political stability 
and macroeconomic management pillars. 

DmI anaLySIS anD 
DIScuSSIOn

FIGURE 3: PILLAR SCoRE CoNTRIBUTIoNS – CATCH-UP MARKETS
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Figure 3 illustrates the general trend in Catch-up Markets. They have all demonstrated a steady improvement across all pillars. 
Moreover, they all have stronger institutions today compared to 2007, with a marked improvement in the areas of macroeconomic 
management, socio-political stability and red tape – albeit in most cases, off a very low base. 

Countries like Sierra Leone and Cambodia have experienced significant improvement in socio-political stability, which has bolstered 
their dynamism since 2007. Others such as Nicaragua and Cameroon have demonstrated stronger macroeconomic management over 
the last seven years. Countries like Rwanda and Ivory Coast are on the cusp of the Dynamic Market category, given their impressive 
changes since 2007, but their low base level score has kept them in the Catch-up category in the DMI 2016.

FIGURE 4: MAP oF CATCH-UP MARKETS

Antananarivo, Madagascar
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Sierra Leone

FIGURE 5: PILLAR SCoRE CoNTRIBUTIoNS – DYNAMIC MARKETS

dynamiC markEts: high BasE, high dynamism
These countries started off with relatively high levels of dynamism in 2007, maintaining – and in many cases improving – their 
dynamism over the period of analysis. Dynamic Markets have well-established and functional institutions but vary in levels of income 
and development. Their core attribute over the period has been on-going improvements off a solid base since 2007. 

There are a total of 31 Dynamic Markets. They are spread predominantly across Europe (largely Eastern Europe), Asia and Latin 
America. Some Latin American economies such as Colombia and Costa Rica have emerged as Dynamic from Catch-up Markets in the 
2014 DMI. Notable examples from Asia include the big regional powers such as China and India, which bodes well for the region and 
the world in general, given the progressive institutions in place. Economies from the Middle East such as Qatar and the United Arab 
Emirates have maintained their dynamism since the previous DMI. Mauritius and Botswana are the only two Dynamic Markets in 
Africa. The figure below shows the general trend of dynamic markets.
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Countries such as Taiwan and Poland improved significantly in their level of openness and socio-political stability. Others, such as Peru 
and Colombia, demonstrated strong progress in both human capital and macroeconomic development.

FIGURE 6: MAP oF DYNAMIC MARKETS

Panama Canal, Panama
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FIGURE 7: PILLAR SCoRE CoNTRIBUTIoNS – STATIC MARKETS

statiC markEts: high BasE, low dynamism
These countries started with high scores of dynamism in 2007, yet have shown relative stagnation and even decline over the period up 
to 2014. 

Static Markets tend to have well-established political and economic institutions with an open and enabling business environment 
which, in many cases, was established throughout the reform period of the 1990s and strengthened through previous crises in Asia 
and Latin America towards the end of that decade. Therefore some of the top reformers of the 1980s and 1990s from Asia and Latin 
America, along with advanced nations from North America and Europe, tend to fall into Static Markets for the period 2007 to 2014. 

Considering the global backdrop, while Static Markets generally exhibit a strong enabling environment with respected political systems 
that have entrenched democracy, their relative decline in dynamism is largely due to red tape. This has resulted in a slower increase in 
entrepreneurial activity, innovation and economic development in general, which has undermined their competitiveness vis-à-vis other 
economies that are coming to the fore. 

There are 41 Static Markets. North America and European Union countries feature most prominently. These countries often lead in 
the areas of open and connected and socio-political stability. Two of the five so-called ‘BRICS’ countries, Brazil and South Africa, 
are the poorer performers among the Static Markets, highlighting major institutional differences within the grouping. Their static 
status comes at a time when both countries are in desperate need of a competitive improvement to deliver growth and development 
opportunities for their citizens, and their lacklustre DMI scores provide an important insight into their current economic troubles.
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FIGURE 8: MAP oF STATIC MARKETS

Table Mountain, Cape Town, South Africa
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FIGURE 9: PILLAR SCoRE CoNTRIBUTIoNS – ADYNAMIC MARKETS 

adynamiC markEts: low BasE, low dynamism 
These countries had low levels of dynamism in 2007 and have declined further over the period of analysis. Adynamic Markets vary 
greatly in levels of income and development, and while some have enjoyed impressive – albeit short-term growth, this has not 
necessarily been met with progressive change or notable structural improvements since 2007. 

The global financial crisis of 2008/09 had a dramatic impact on these countries, as well as the paradigm shift in regions like the Middle 
East and North Africa in the wake of the Arab Spring and regime changes that ensued from 2011.

There are 30 Adynamic Markets. Many are scattered across Africa and the Middle East, with a few notable examples from Latin 
America. The large majority of Adynamic Markets performed very poorly in the open and connected and the justice system pillars. 
Kenya and Ethiopia, for example, two of the fastest growing countries in Africa, are categorised as Adynamic largely due to their very 
poor performance in their justice systems and their levels of red tape. 

An interesting result in this group is the obvious dependence on commodities by a number of Adynamic Markets like Angola, Venezuela 
and Iran. These economies have been seriously affected by the recent fall in commodity prices while they have failed to diversify and 
implement important changes in their political economies through improved institutions and necessary reforms.

It is important to note that Adynamic Markets are competing with Catch-up and Dynamic Markets for the same limited pool of foreign 
investment and global recognition, where politics, policy and effective institutions are important prerequisites for those seeking a 
more competitive and enabling environment with sustainable attributes.  
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FIGURE 10: MAP oF ADYNAMIC MARKETS

Buenos Aires, Argentina 
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cOncLuDInG  
remarkS
Institutions play a critical role in advancing the competitiveness of countries. They create an enabling 
environment that not only drives economic growth, but also leads to social and political prosperity. 
The GIBS DMI provides insights into the key attributes of countries’ inner workings by measuring their 
institutional evolution and progressive structural change.

The inaugural DMI was launched in 2014, and measured the institutional change of 133 countries over 
a seven-year period, from 2006-2012. As a bi-annual study, the second report was launched in 2016, 
measuring 144 countries from 2007-2014. 

The period of analysis of the GIBS DMI 2016 was a disruptive one. Similar to the period of analysis of the 
GIBS DMI 2014 report, events such as the global financial crisis and the change in trajectory of large and 
small emerging markets, remain a feature of this time period, and dynamism remained constrained across 
the globe.  

Despite this, the number of Dynamic Markets, characterised by virtue of a reasonably solid foundation 
of institutions and policies, increased between the 2014 and 2016 DMI reports. In the DMI 2016, 31 out 
of the 144 countries measured were found to be Dynamic (21.5% of the total), compared to 18 out of 133 
countries in the 2014 Report (13.5%). This does indicate a gradual improvement in global terms. 

Nineteen countries, previously classified as either Catch-up or Static Markets in the 2014 Index, moved 
into the Dynamic Market category, displaying greater levels of dynamism. This included countries such 
as Kazakhstan, Saudi Arabia and Colombia. Others including Mexico, Taiwan and Australia demonstrated 
even greater progress by moving from Static in 2014 to Dynamic in the 2016 Index. 

While there was an increase in the number of Dynamic Markets, considerably fewer countries are 
categorised as Catch-up Markets in 2016 compared to 2014. In 2014, 49 countries out of 133 were Catch-
up Markets (63.8%), while in 2016 only 42 out of 144 (29.2%) find themselves in this category. Several 
African countries moved from being Catch-up Markets in 2014 to Adynamic in 2016; Angola and Ethiopia 
were among this group. Moving into the Catch-up category in 2016 were Zambia, Nigeria, Egypt, Lesotho 
and Tanzania, categorised as Adynamic Markets in 2014; as well as Russia, categorised as a Static Market 
in 2014. 

Such performance by African countries indicates that while some are experiencing high levels of 
dynamism and are catching up to advanced countries by developing institutional depth and strength, 
challenges remain for others – particularly in the areas of political stability, open and connectedness 
and human development. This is evident in the poor performance of countries like Ethiopia, Angola and 
Kenya, which are categorised as Adynamic despite their economic growth. 

The total number of Static countries dropped slightly between 2014 and 2016. In 2014 the number of 
Static Markets accounted for 45 countries of the total (33.8%). In 2016, 41 countries out of 144 (28.5%) 
displayed lacklustre improvements to the dynamism of their institutions and policy environment. The 
number of Adynamic Markets increased however, from 21 countries (15.8%) in 2014, to 30 countries 
(20.8%) in 2016. 

Many of the countries in the Static and Adynamic fold of markets have already undergone structural 
reform and are regarded as well-established and, in many cases, also competitive economies. But, 
during this period they failed to advance and improve their competitive performance relative to their 
global peers. Those Adynamic Markets, which do not have the competitive foundation of some of their 
more advanced members of this category, face some daunting challenges. Countries like Angola, Kenya, 
Syria, Argentina and Venezuela have not only failed to improve their institutions and general operating 
environment over the period of analysis, but have stagnated and regressed in several areas. These 
countries will need to make a concerted effort to reform and improve their overall dynamism. 

The results of the DMI 2016 not only reveal the progress and improved dynamism of those countries 
which are now categorised as Dynamic Markets, but expose those markets that have stagnated or 
regressed in terms of their relative institutional dynamism and competitive political economy attributes 
in the last two years. This second iteration of the GIBS DMI highlights the importance of implementing 
sustainable institutional changes, which is all-important for countries’ on-going competitiveness.  
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Founded in 2000, the University of Pretoria’s Gordon Institute of Business Science (GIBS) is an internationally accredited business school 
based in Johannesburg, South Africa’s economic hub. 

As the “business school for business”, GIBS’ purpose is to significantly improve the competitive performance of individuals and 
organisations through business education. Given our geographical role within South Africa and Africa, we believe that we can play a 
significant role by ensuring that leaders in our business community, whether those in a corporate environment or the entrepreneurially 
spirited, have the opportunity to develop their skills and business acumen to meet the enormous opportunities that a dynamic and rapidly 
changing world presents. 

As growth and innovation continue to shift to new dynamic and complex markets, GIBS has begun to emphasise the role of general 
management in Dynamic Markets. We are preparing our graduates to run companies that thrive in conditions of uncertainty, high 
complexity, vibrant competition and challenges that may differ from those in Stable Markets. 

Ingrained in the GIBS vision is a focus on being a world authority on Dynamic Markets, through teaching, research and knowledge 
dissemination with respect to the companies, political economy, institutions and other factors that make up Dynamic Markets. To this 
end, GIBS established the Centre for Dynamic Markets (CDM) as a subscription-based project which serves the business and state sectors 
in South Africa as well as multinational businesses wherever they are based. 

The CDM comprises a small team based at GIBS in Johannesburg and in Nairobi, Kenya that is dedicated to generating and sharing 
information about doing business in dynamic markets in order to help better inform and prepare companies and leaders to improve 
their general management practices in these markets. With a particular focus on institutions and how institutional evolution underpins 
economic performance, the CDM under the leadership of Professor Lyal White has developed the GIBS Dynamic Market Index 2016, which 
measures and compares institutional progress and performance in markets across the globe. 
For more information about the CDM, please visit: https://www.gibs.co.za/about-us/centres/Dynamic_Markets
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